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Summary 


Prices:     Farms  sold  during  the  third  quarter  of  19^2  brought 
prices  only  slightly  higher  than  those  prevailing  during  the 
first  six  months  of  19U2.    Prices  advanced  11  percent  during 
the  last  12  months  and  the  advance  for  the  last  18  months 
was  about  1I4.  percent.    Asking  prices  were  reported  to  have 
been  raised  on  many  of  the  properties  listed  with  dealers. 
The  volume  of  land  transfers  during  July,  August,  and 
September,  19^2,  was  smaller  than  for  the  same  period  in  19^1  • 
Fewer  transfers  were  recorded  during  this  period  than  for 
any  quarter  since  the  beginning  of  the  survey. 

Type  of  seller:     No  important  change  occurred  in  the  type  of 
land  sellers.     There  were  slightly  fewer  sales  by  landlords 
ond  a  slightly  higher  proportion  by  estates,  but  the  small 
number  of  sales  and  normal  seasonal  differences  may  be  largely 
responsible  for  this  change.,. 

Type  of  buyer:     The  farms  purchased  in  the  third  quarter  of 
19^2  were  nearly  equally  divided  among  owner-operators, 
tenants,  and  non-farmers.     This  distribution  has  remained 
about  constant  throughout  19^2. 

Mortgage  credit:     The  proportion  of  the  farm  sales  which  were 
in  part  financed  by  a  mortgage  fell  from  63  percent  for  the 
first  six  months  of  19^2  to  52  percent  for  the  third  quarter. 

Buyers'  equities:     Tenants  held  equities  of  about  25  percent 
of  the  purchase  price,  while  owner-operators  and  non-farmers 
paid  about  50  percent  of  the  purchase  price  in  cash.  The 
equity  of  all  buyers  increased  from  33  bo  J>6  percent. 


WARTIME  LAND  MARKET  SURVEY  l/ 
Third  Quarter,  19^2  2/ 


A  growing  feeling  of  indifference  and  hesitancy  among  both  buyers 
and  sellers  has  resulted  in  a  marked  contraction  in  farm  real 
estate  activity  during  the  past  four  months.     Many  factors  which 
previously  were  only  of  local  significance  or  which  influenced 
only  individual  decisions  appear  to  have  become  more  widespread 
and  now  assume  a  dominant  position  in  influencing  decisions  of 
both  buyers  and  sellers.     Consequently  prices  for  even  the 
reduced  supply  of  farms  have  remained  at  about  the  late-spring 
level,  and  fewer  inquiries  were  reported  from  prospective  buyers 
than  during  the  same  period  last  year.     Actual  and  expected 
labor  snd  machinery  shortages,  the  confused  post-war  outlook, 
and  the  prospect  of  increased  government  control  over  income  and 
production  temporarily  loom  large  in  the  minds  of  many  people. 
Investor  -buyers,  inflation-hedgers ,  and  speculators  appear  to  be 
giving  more  weight  to  these  newly  added  factors  than  to  the  cur- 
rent high  level  of  farm  income  or  to  the  fear  of  inflation.  If 
prospective  buyers  and  sellers  change  the  weights  given  to  these 
factors,  we  may  expect  a  renewal  of  the  general  optimism  which 
prevailed  at  this  time  a  year  ago. 


Price  Advance  Slowed 

Although  the  average  price  for  the  region  increased  from  $70  to 
$72  during  the  third  quarter,  minor  price  recessions  occurred 
in  about  one-half  of  the  sample  counties.     Prices  in  the  Ohio 
and  Indiana  counties  remained  at  the  second-quarter  level,  while 
all  but  one  of  the  10  counties  in  Missouri  and  Iowa  showed  small 
increases . 


1/  Assistance  in  collecting  and  tabulating  the  data  for  this 
survey  was  provided  by  the  departments  of  agricultural 
economics  in  the  Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  in  the 
States  concerned, 

2/  This  report  is  the  third  in  a  series  presenting  current 
information  on  farm  real  estate  activity  in  selected  coun- 
ties in  the  North  Central  States.     The  data  include  only 
bona  fide  transfers  and  were  obtained  from  deed  and  mortgage 
records  in  the  county  recorders'  offices.     The  information 
on  buyers  and  sellers  was  obtained  from  local  people  in  the 
various  counties  and  was  supplemented  by  mail  questionnair es . 
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Trend  in  price  per  acre  of  farm  land  sales  recorded  in 
sample  counties,  North  Central  States,  1941-1942 
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1/  State  end  regional  figures  are  simple  averages  for  sample  counties. 

2/  Percentage  change,  third  quarter  of  1942  over  third  quarter  of  194l. 

"3/  Counties  not  included  in  State  or  regional  summaries. 

4/  Not  available. 

5/  Insufficient  sample. 
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Compared  with  a  year  ago,  only  six  of  the  sample  counties  reported 
lower  prices  for  the  third  quarter  of  191)2.     Prices  increased  15 
percent  or  more  in  13  counties,  most  of  which  were  in  Illinois 
and  Missouri.     Investors  dominate  the  real  estate  market  to  a 
greater  extent  in  northern  Illinois  and  eastern  Iowa  than  in  other 
States,  and  their  demand,  coupled  with  the  small  supply  of  farms 
for  sale,  is  largely  responsible  for  the  large  advance  in  prices 
in  these  areas.     Prices  advanced  more  slowly  in  Indiana  end  Ohio, 
probably  because  labor  shortages  were  felt  there  at  an  earlier 
date.    Most  of  the  increases  in  price  occurring  in  these  States 
took  place  early  in  191+2  •     In  the  region  as  a  whole,  most  of  the 
ll+  percent  increase  reported  during  the  past  18  months  occurred 
in  the  fourth  quarter  of  I9I4I, 

Asking  Prices  Up 

Many  of  the  local  people  reported  that  asking  prices  for  farm  lands 

have  been  raised  during  the  past  year.     In  no  place  were  asking 
prices  reported  to  have  been  lowered.     Most  sellers  were  less 
willing  to  Lower  prices  in  order  to  make  a  sale  than  in  previous 
years . 

Some  land  owners  were  reported  to  have  raised  asking  prices  when 
the  opportunity  arose.     One  example  of  this  occurred  when  the  Iowa 
Defense  Relocation  Corporation  offered  to  buy  the  total  holdings 
in  one  county  of  three  insurance  companies  at  their  current  offer- 
ing price.     One  company  declined,  however,  and  soon  after  the 
other  two  companies  hod  sold  their  holdings,  this  company  raised 
its  asking  price.     Similar  cases  were  reported  for  individuals  who 
have  had  their  property  listed  for  several  years  and  who  continue 
to  raise  their  asking  prices  rather  than  to  sell.     Situctions  of 
this  type  could  be  brought  under  control  by  an  order  freezing  the 
asking  prices  for  all  farms  listed  for  sale  at  the  price  quoted 
as  of  some  specified  date.     Such  a  freezing  order  would  serve  as 
c  control  ovtr  upward  movements  of  land  prices  especially  in  those 
parts  of  Missouri  and  Iowa  where  large  numbers  of  farms  are  listed 
for  sale  by  corporations,  estates,  and  other  unwilling  owners.  As 
long  as  this  supply  lasted,  buyers  would  seldom  be  willing  to  pay 
higher  prices  for  comparable  farms.     Prospective  sellers  who  wish 
to  liquidate  their  investment  while  the  supply  of  "frozen"  farms 
remained  plentiful  would  be  forced  to  price  their  farm  land  at  a 
comparable  level  to  attract  buyers.     Other  types  of  more  permanent 
controls  would  be  needed  if  prices  were  to  be  held  down  for  an 
extended  period  since  this  method  of  control  would  remain  effective 
only  as  long  as  the  number  of  farms  listed  and  frozen  and  remaining 
unsold  was  a  major  price-determining  factor. 


Table  2.     Number  of  voluntary  sales  of  farm  land.     North  Central  States,  by- 
quarters,  191+1-191+2.     (includes  all  deeds  dated  that  quarter  re- 
gardless of  date  of  recording. ) 
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1/  State  and  regional  data  are  for  sample  counties  only. 
2/  Not  included  in  State  or  regional  summaries. 
3/  Not  available. 
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Shortages  Worry  Land  Market 

Labor  shortages  were  felt  by  local  people  to  have  become  a  definite 
brake  on  any  tendency  for  land  values  to  rise  above  current  levels. 
Many  of  the  better  informed  people  believed  that  the  labor  shortage 
has  been  over-emphasized,  but  they  pointed  out  several  real  effects 
this  may  have  upon  the  supply  and  demand  for  farm  land  which,  in 
turn,  will  influence  land  prices. 

Shortage  of  hired  labor:     Because  mrny  of  the  potential  buyers  in 
the  market  at  this  time  are  the  larger  farmers  and  investors,  the 
prospect  of  labor  shortage  is  of  more  importance  to  them  than  to 
farmers  in  general.     Many  farmers  are  hesitant  to  expand  their 
present  farms  beyond  that  size  which  their  present  labor  supply 
can  handle,  while  investors,  who  usually  are  interested  in  the 
larger  farms,  are  likewise  being  discouraged  from  buying  farms 
for  operation  by  hired  managers  or  tenants.     There  is  evidence, 
however,  that  investors  from  the  Larger  cities  are  inclined  to 
believe  current  rumors  that  over-emphasize  the  seriousness  of  the 
labor  shortage  ra.ther  than  to  investigate  the  situation  for  them- 
selves.    Several  cases  wore  noted,  for  example,  where  informed 
investors  who  have  draft-exempt  help  are  currently  investing  in 
additional  lrnd.     The  fact  remains,  however,  that  the  present  End 
expected  labor  shortage,  whether  real  or  imaginary,  coupled  with 
shortages  of  machinery  and  building  supplies,  are  largely 
responsible  for  reducing  currently  the  interest  of  investor- 
buyers  in  the  land  market. 

No  shortage  of  tenant  operators:    Although  some  observers  have 
predicted  that  the  shortage  of  labor  will  result  in  some  farms 
lying  idle,  most  well-informed  local  people  pointed  out  that 
very  little  if  any  cropland  in  the  corn  belt  will  be  idle  in 
19h3*     Replacements  for  operators  who  have  retired  because  their 
sons  had  been  drafted  and  for  operators  of  small  or  marginal 
farms  who  have  gone  to  war  industries  will  come  from  a  number 
of  sources.     Numerous  small  farms  have  been  bought  for  homes 
and  part-time  farming  by  auto  and  appliance  salesmen,  truckers, 
filling  station  attendants,  and  others  previously  employed  in 
non-war  work.     Some  small  tracts  arc  being  sold  by  owner-operators 
to  be  consolidated  with  nearby  farms,  while  many  farmers'  sons  and 
hired,  men  have  started  farming  for  themselves.     Comments  were 
widespread,  however,  that  there  will  be  less  competition  among 
tenants  for  farms  next  year  and  that  landlords  in  some  areas  were 
being  forced  to  give  more  favorable  leasing  terms  in  order  to 
secure  tenants.     Many  tenants  in  past  years  have  bought  on  con- 
tract in  order  to  assure  themselves  of  a  farm,  but  local  com- 
ments plus  a  decline  in  the  number  of  contract  sales  in  Iowa 
indicate  that  some  of  this  pressure  has  now  been  removed. 


Table   3  ,     Number  and  percent  of  tracts  of  farm  land  sold  by  various  classes 
of  sellers,  North  Central  States >  third  quarter,  194-2 
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31 

11 

19 

17 

l/  State  and  regional  data  are  for  sample  counties  onlv. 
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More  farm  equipment  auction  sales:  3/    Much  attention  has  been 
given  to  the  increase  in  the  number  of  sales  by  operators  leaving 
the  farm.     Local  inquiries  indicated  that  the  high  prices  of 
livestock  and  used  farm  machinery  coupled  with  the  short  labor 
situation  have  caused  some  operators  to  retire  several  years 
before  they  otherwise  would  have  retired  or  have  influenced  them 
to  take  non-agricultural  employment.     Few  sales  xvere  the  result 
of  the  operator  being  drafted.     All  equipment  and  most  of  the 
livestock  was  usually  sold  to  other  farmers,  however,  and  con- 
sequently these  sales  will  cause  very  little  net  change  in  pro- 
duction.    Some  people  commented  that  the  reported  decrease  in 
milk  output  resulted  more  from  less  favorable  feed  prices  and 
shortage  of  labor  than  from  decreases  in  the  number  of  cows. 
Some  prospective  land  purchasers  have  undoubtedly  been  deterred 
from  purchasing  farms  by  this  market  situation. 

War  Restrictions  Cut  Demand 


Farmers,  like  all  other  groups,  now  find  that  many  items  of  equip- 
ment and  supplies  are  rationed  or  restricted  in  supply.     This  in 
turn  discourages  expansion  of  farming  operation  and  discourages 
many  would-be  buyers  from  purchasing  farms.     In  other  cases, 
inability  to  buy  consumers'  goods  or  repla.ce  stocks  has  caused 
investors  to  use  idle  funds  for  land  purchase. 

Farm  machinery  shortage:     The  farm  machinery  situation  does  not 
appear  to  be  serious  at  present.     Farmers  on  the  whole  are  better 
equipped  than  any  time  since  the  early  thirties.     The  situation 
will,  however  become  progressively  more  serious  as  present  machin- 
ery wears  out.     The  high  prices  used  machinery  is  bringing  at 
auction  sales  appear  unjustified  and  point  to  a  need  for  price 
ceilings  on  used  machinery.     The  publicity  given  to  the  machinery 
situation  probably  deters  some  prospective  investors  from  pur- 
chasing land  while  some  farmers  are  using  funds  which  normally  go 
for  machinery  replacement  or  consumers'  goods  for  payments  on 
indebtedness  or  purchase  of  additional  land. 


3/  A  report  by  the  Jefferson  County,  Wisconsin  War  Board  esti- 
mated that  37  farm  sales  would  be  held  between  September  1 
rnd  December  31*   19^2,   an  increase-  of  about  10  percent  over 
the  same  period  last  year.    A  large  proportion  of  the  auction- 
eers, clerks  and  others  who  reported  gave  shortage  of  help  as 
the  most  important  reason  for  the  sales.     The  farm  help  lost 
from  Jefferson  County  has  gone  largely  to  Milwaukee  industries 
and  to  a  nearby  war  plant  rather  than  to  the  armed  services. 
Few  local  people  expressed  the  belief  that  there  would  be  any 
reduction  in  farm  production  as  a  result  of  loss  of  help. 


Table    4.     Number  and  percentage  of  tracts  of  farm  land  purchased  by  various 
classes  of  buyers,  North  Central  States,  third  quarter,  1942 


State  and 
county  1/ 

Total 

Owner 
operators 

Tenant's 
and  other 
farms 

Non-farmers 
Resident  Non-resident 

Unc lass- 
ified  in- 
dividuals 

Corpor- 
ations 

Illinois 

45 

14 

8 

20 

2 

0 

1 

Clinton 

11 

3 

3 

5 

0 

0 

0 

Knox 

21 

7 

3 

8 

2 

0 

1 

Logan 

13 

4 

2 

7 

0 

0 

0 

Indiana 

110 

35 

21 

37 

3 

13 

1 

Grant 

19 

3 

2 

11 

1 

2 

o 

Jennings 

36 

14 

8 

11 

2 

1 

0 

Knox 

16 

6 

4 

2 

o 

3 

1 

Noble 

14 

4 

2 

3 

o 

5 

o 

Rush 

11 

6 

0 

5 

0 

0 

o 

Tippecanoe 

14 

2 

5 

5 

0 

2 

o 

Iowa 

61 

13 

26 

19 

1 

0 

2 

Cedar 

9 

2 

5 

2 

o 

0 

0 

Clarke 

5 

1 

2 

1 

o 

0 

1 

Crawford 

24 

5 

12 

7 

o 

o 

o 

Fayette 

7 

1 

3 

3 

o 

o 

o 

Palo  Alto 

16 

4 

4 

6 

1 

o 

1 

Missouri 

132 

30 

30 

22 

9 

41 

XX 

n 

\J 

Audrain 

18 

5 

3 

g 

X 

3 

0 

Harri  son 

20 

9 

4 

2 

3 

0 

Lawrence 

45 

6 

2 

8 

2 

27 

o 

Nodaway 

36 

4 

19 

3 

L 

v 

0 

Pemiscot 

13 

6 

2 

3 

n 

9 

o 

\J 

Ohio 

180 

37 

26  > 

57 

7 

52 

1 

X 

Darke 

69 

11 

15 

21 

4 

18 

-4.  W 

0 

Madison 

17 

2 

2 

9 

1 

2 

i 

Medina 

36 

8 

1 

9 

0 

18 

0 

Muskingum 

27 

9 

4 

13 

1 

0 

n 

Putnam 

10 

3 

3 

1 

1 

r> 
& 

n 

u 

Seneca 

21 

4 

1 

0 

12 

0 

Wisconsin 

55 

21 

14 

8 

9 

10 

0 

d^i  i  on 

4c  1 

cU 

9 

5 

6 

0 

Jefferson 

14 

1 

5 

3 

1 

4 

Regional  Sample 

583 

150 

125 

163 

24 

116 

(P 

irecntages ) 

Illinois 

100 

31 

18 

45 

4 

0 

9 

Indiana 

100 

32 

19 

33 

3 

12 

1 

Iowa 

100 

21 

43 

31 

2 

0 

3 

Mis  souri 

100 

23 

23 

17 

7 

30 

0 

Ohio 

100 

21 

14 

32 

28 

1 

Wisconsin 

100 

38 

25 

15 

18 

0 

Regional  Sample 

100 

25 

22 

28 

20 

1 

1/  State  and  regional  data  are  for  sample  counties  only. 
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Building  restrictions:     Restrictions  on  building  materials  allow 
farmers  to  make  all  necessary  repairs  and  replacements  but  limit 
new  construction.     In  several  areas,  local  people  reported  that 
the  nearby  city  investors  who  normally  built  summer  homes  and 
rebuilt  the  buildings  on  the  farms  they  purchased  had  ceased  to 
be  much  interested  in  purchasing  lands  unless  already  very  well 
improved.     Farmers  wishing  to  intensify  their  livestock  farming 
often  are  unable  to  get  supplies  for  needed  improvements.  Both 
of  these  factors  tend  to  reduce  the  demand  for  poorly  or  unim- 
proved farms. 

Taxes:     Numerous  local  people  reported  that  tax  evasion  possibil- 
ities influenced  many  non-farmers  to  buy  farms.     Landlords  often 
use  depreciation  allowances  and  undervalued  inventories  to  conceal 
income  where  income  taxes  are  paid  on  an  accrual  basis.     Fear  of 
future  increases  in  taxation  are  probably  important  factors  in 
discouraging  farm  purchases  and  outweigh  other  tax  influences. 

Smaller  Volume  of  Sales 


The  number  of  tracts  sold  during  the  third  quarter  was  slightly 
less  than  during  the  corresponding  period  If  st  year  and  much 
smaller  the  second  quarter  of  19l\2»     This  represents  a  continuation 
of  the  downward  trend  in  volume  of  sales  which  began  in  the  spring 
of  19l\2  and  is  partly  the  result  of  a  reduction  in  the  supply  of 
farms  for  sale  and  partly  a  reflection  of  the  reduced  interest  of 
buyers . 

Fewer  sales  by  landlords:     The  proportion  of  all  sales  which  were 
made  by  non-farmers  declined  from  36  percent  for  the  first  six 
months  of  19^-2  to  31  percent  for  the  third  quarter.  Estates 
increased  in  importance  in  three  States,  while  corporate  sales 
were  dowi  in  Iowa  and  Missouri,  the  areas  of  heaviest  corporate 
ownership.     In  most  counties  the  changes  in  the  relative  importance 
of  various  classes  of  sellers  are  small  and  may  be  due  in  large 
measure  to  normal  seasonal  movement.     Insurance  companies  in 
particular  usually  make  their  sales  in  the  winter  and  spring, 
while  farmers  normally  sell  in  the  fall. 

No  change  in  types  of  buyers:     Owner- operators,  tenants  and  non- 
farmers  continued  to  be  about  equal  in  importance  as  buyers. 
Investors  remained  the  most  important  class  of  buyer  in  Illinois 
and  Ohio,  while  tenants  continued  to  buy  the  largest  proportion 
of  the  farms  sold  in  Iowa,    Many  of  the  sales  by  insurance  com- 
panies now  being  recorded  are  in  fulfillment  of  contracts  made 
in  the  past.     County  average  sale  prices  in  Iowa  have  not  been 
affected  to  any  great  extent  by  this  lag  in  recordings  since 
prices  asked  by  insurance  companies  were  not  generally  increased 
until  recently. 


Table  5.     Number  of  farms  transferred  by  type  of  financing  and  buyer's  equity 
in  mortgaged  property,  North  Central  States,  third  quarter,  1942 


State  and  Total 
county  l/  reported 


(Number)  (Percent) 


T 1  1  i  n  n  i  9 

121 

76 

44 

1 

37 

4-Q 
*±  y 

i  IcUli'J  CL  X  K.LX 

23 

13 

X  v 

10 

o 

43 

Pi  t  vi "Hnyi 

V  X  X-.1 

X  X 

R 

o 

27 

<jr± 

Knox 

21 

16 

5 

0 

24 

48 

Logan 

13 

8 

5 

0 

38 

55 

iyiOlidXlI  V 

35 

22 

12 

1 

37 

33 

Dp*!  p 
ubltJ 

18 

X  w 

9 

9 

o 

50 

OX 

1  OR 

45 

63 

o 

58 

3  9 

Gran  "t 

16 

4 

12 

o 

75 

54 

. T <s Yin  "l  n  cc: 

V  dJJtl  J-llpjO 

3  7 

X  £/ 

X  -J 

o 

49 

Knox 

,  16 

7 

9 

0 

56 

34 

Noble 

14 

7 

7 

0 

50 

38 

i\U.  0 11 

1 1 

X  X 

4. 

7 

o 

Ut 

ox 

x  .t 

A 

1  0 

71 

/  X 

3  R 

Iowa 

fin 

DO 

PI 

£  X 

3  "n 

o  o 

7 
1 

£7 
D  I 

ol 

C  e  dar 

q 
y 

'i 

■J 

OO 

4a 

Clarke 

5 

2 

3 

0 

60 

27 

Crawford 

24 

8 

14 

2 

67 

21 

TP  Q  T  TO  "T — 1  £3 

7 

p 

3 

71 
/  X 

oy 

X  D 

<J 

X  V 

i 

X 

d  y 

ou 

0 

1 

X 

1 

X 

i  no 

X  uw 

cL 

jiii  s  sour  1 

XoU 

fi  ~\ 
0  1 

DCS 

1 

0<J 

CO 

ituQrain 

1  7 

if 

o 

Q 

y 

u 

(T  "2 

oo 

39 

Harrison 

20 

13 

7 

0 

35 

13 

Lawrence 

45 

21 

23 

1 

53 

33 

ijo  ciaw  ay 

O  O 

1  A 
XI 

p  p 

u 

OX 

Pemi  s  c  ot 

1  P 

c 
D 

7 

u 

OO 

45 

Ohio 

180  : 

'  81 

■  99 

0 

55 

30 

Darke 

69 

26 

43 

0 

62 

40 

Medina 

36 

21  ■ 

15 

0 

42 

43 

Madison 

17 

12 

5 

0 

29 

35 

Muskingum 

27 

•  10 

17 

0 

63 

0 

Putnam 

10 

5 

5 

0 

50 

22 

Seneca 

21 

rr 
1 

14 

0 

67 

40 

Wis  cousin 

54 

33 

20 

1 

39 

28 

Barron 

34- 

23 

11 

0 

33 

16 

Jefferson 

13 

7 

6 

0 

46 

25 

LaFayette 

7 

3 

3 

-    1  ^ 

57 

43 

Regional  Sample  656 

317 

329 

10 

52 

36 

1/  State  and 

regional  fig 

ures  are 

simple  averages  for 

sample  counties* 

"2~/  Includes 

contracts. 

3/  Result  of  mortgages  to 

finance 

improvements . 

Cash  and        Sales  Tracts  Buyer's  equit; 

mortgage    contracts      mortgaged  2/  in  mortgaged 

—       property  2/ 
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Fewer  Farms  Mortgagor). 


The  proportion  of  the  farm  sales  which  was  partially  financed  by 
mortgages  dropped  from  63  percent  for  the  first  six  months  of  191+2 
to  52  percent  for  the  third  quarter *     The  buyer's  equity  increased 
from  33  percent  of  the  purchase  price  to  36  percent  during  the 
same  period.     Every  State  showed  a  decline  in  the  proportion  of 
tracts  mortgaged,  and  Iowa  now  replaced  Missouri  as  the  State  with 
the  largest  proportion  of  sales  financed  by  mortgages-  Illinois 
continues  to  report  the  largest  proportion  of  cash  sales.  Indi- 
vidual sample  counties  in  the  region  reported  from  2l\.  to  100 
percent  of  the  tracts  sold  carrying  mortgages.     During  this  period 
the  buyer's  equity  in  mortgaged  property  was  highest  in  Illinois, 
with  Indiana  dropping  into  second  place,  and  Wisconsin  with  the 
smallest  buyer's  equity. 

Banks  Making  More  Loans  on  Land 

Purchase  money  mortgages  to  the  seller  increased  from  33  percent 
during  the  first  half  of  19U2  to  I4O  percent  in  the  third  quarter 
of  I9I4.2.     The  increase  was  greatest  in  those  counties  where 
lending  agencies  were  the  most  important  group  of  sellers.  Less 
than  30  percent  of  the  individuals  who  sold  farms  retained  a 
mortgage  as  part  of  the  purchase  price.     Some  sellers  must  pay 
debts,  but  in  general  the  proceeds  from  the  ssle  of  land  form  a 
reservoir  of  purchasing  power  which  may  at  any  time  re-enter  the 
land  market.     The  idle  funds  in  banks  have  been  used  to  an  increasing 
extent  in  recent  months  to  make  new  mortgage  loans,  and  banks  made 
59  percent  of  all  new  mortgage  loans  hj  on  lands  transferred  during 
the  third  quarter  of  19U2,     This  increase  from  I4I4.  percent  was  pri- 
marily the  result  of  large  increases  in  Ohio  and  Illinois.  The 
proportions  of  the  new  mortgage  loans  made  by  the  federal  credit 
agencies  declined  from  nine  to  seven  percent,  and  insurance  companies 
from  15  to  four  percent. 

Effects  of  Proposed  Mortgage  Credit  Controls 

Small  buyers'  equities  now  typical  in  many  areas  have  prompted 
numerous  suggestions  for  mortgage  credit  limitations  which  would 
minimize  the  loss  of  equities  in  farm  property  during  the  post-war 
period  and  at  the  same  time  hold  land  prices  in  check  by  reducing 
speculation  and  the  effective  demand  for  farms .     One  such  plan 
would  place  debt  ceilings  on  individual "properties  at  either  a 
given  percentage  of  the  appraisud  value  or  at  the  amount  outstand- 
ing at  some  selected  date.     A  special  analysis  of  mortgage  debt 
data  has  been  made  for  the  sample  counties  which  may  indicate  some 
of  the  effects  on  land  transfers  which  might  be  expected  from  such 
ere dit  controls. 

I4/  Exclusive  of  purchase  money  mortgages. 


Table  6.     Percentage  of  the  purchase  price  paid  in  cash,  sample  counties, 
North  Central  States,  first  six  months  1942. 


State  and 
county  l/ 

Total 
number 

Number 

of  tracts 

with 

specified 

percentage 

downpa- 

15/0  or 
less 

16  to 

20% 

21  to 

2  5^ 

26  to    34  to 
33/J  49% 

50  to 

99rA 

100^ 

(Humber ) 

Illinois 

355 

27 

7 

15 

23 

33 

68 

182 

Champaign 

108 

11 

0 

3 

10 

I 

23 

57 

C  lint  011 

29 

2 

0 

1 

1 

2 

2 

22 

Knox 

102 

5 

2 

5 

8 

12 

22 

48 

Logan 

61 

4 

'  1  V 

2 

1 

8 

1  ? 

33 

55 

5 

4 

4 

4 

7 

Q 

22 

Indiana 

386 

:  if 

20 

10 

31 

50 

88 

145 

Grant 

78 

9 

4 

1 

6 

13 

16 

29 

Jennings 

49 

4 

2 

0 

6 

4 

q 

24 

Knox 

67 

7 

5 

2 

4 

8 

28 

Noble 

78 

7 

2 

5 

7 

8 

21 

28 

Rush 

36 

6 

3 

1 

2 

4 

13 

7 

Tippecanoe 

78 

9 

4 

1 

6 

13 

16 

29 

Iowa 

388 

55 

38 

30 

51 

46 

46 

122 

Cedar 

50 

5 

3 

2 

1 

9 

9 

21 

Clarke 

76 

7 

8 

9 

13 

7 

7 

25 

Crawford 

88 

i  19 

12 

13 

11 

11 

J-  X 

19 

X  u 

Fayette 

93 

4 

11 

3 

10 

9 

Xt. 

t-2 

mi.  Ui 

Palo  Alto 

81 

20 

4 

3 

16 

10 

X  0 

Missouri 

528 

154 

64 

38 

O  -1. 

72 

112 

Audrain 

113 

25 

8 

11 

J-  u 

XD 

31 

Harrison 

116 

43 

21 

5 

10 

R 

1  1 
X  X 

1  R 

X  U 

Lawrence 

77 

19 

6 

6 

6 

4 

Nodaway 

173 

52 

28 

13 

7 

22 

£  X 

0  w 

Pemiscot 

49 

15 

1 

3 

5 

X*i 

7 

Ohio 

503 

50 

15 

13 

29 

79 

94 

223 

Darke 

139 

13 

4 

5 

8 

23 

26 

60 

Medina 

100 

11 

5 

3 

4 

17 

18 

42 

Madison 

46 

2 

1 

1 

5 

1 1 

15 

11 

Muskingum 

76 

15 

1 

1 

2 

fi 

q 

42 

Putnam 

51 

4 

2 

0 

4 

a 
0 

lo 

20 

Seneca 

91 

5 

2 

3 

6 

x^ 

xo 

/  R 

Regional  Sample 

2160 

328 

144 

106 

168 

262 

ODD 

(Percentage ) 

Illinois 

100 

8 

2 

4 

6 

9 

X  ^ 

52 

Indiana 

100 

14 

5 

2 

8 

13 

23 

37 

Iowa 

100 

14 

10 

8 

13 

12 

12 

31 

Missouri 

100 

29 

12 

7 

7 

10 

14 

21 

Ohio 

100 

10 

3 

2 

6 

16 

19 

44 

Regional  Sample 

100 

15 

7 

5 

8 

12 

17 

36 

l/  State  and  regional  figures  are  for  sample  counties  only. 
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Mortgage  credit  controls  would  affect  the  volume  of  farm  sales  most 
drastically  in  areas  where  the  largest  proportion  of  the  sales  is 
made  to  tenants,  and  would  have  much  less  effect  in  areas  where 
investor-buyers  are  the  most  important  group  of  buyers.     Since  the 
areas  where  prices  are  most  likely  to  get  out  of  control  are  those 
where  land  is  purchased  primarily  as  an  investment,  mortgage  credit 
control  would  probably  have  little  effect  in  controlling  land  prices 
end  would  tend  to  concentrate  land  in  the  hands  of  present  owners 
and  non-farmers. 

A  high  proportion  (86  percent)  of  all  tenant-buyers  used  mortgages 
to  finance  their  purchases,  as  compared  with  57  percent  of  the 
owner-operators  and  54  percent  of  the  non-farmer  buyers.  Their 
equity  in  lands  purchased  was  also  much  smaller  than  in  the  case 
of  other  buyers  and  their  opportunities  for  raising  additional 
funds  to  meet  high  down-payment  requirements  are  more  limited. 
Numerous  reports  indicate  that  some  tenants  with  large  investments 
in  working  capital  are  now  using  short-term  credit  secured  by  chattel 
mortgages  on  their  livestock  and  equipment  to  finance  farm  purchases. 
This  undesirable  practice  would  undoubtedly  increase  if  down-payment 
requirements  are  raised. 

In  Missouri,  64  percent  5/  °f  "the  tenant-buyers  ^vould  have  been 
affected  by  an  order  requiring  even  a  20  percent  down  payment,  as 
compared  with  34  percent  of  the  Iowa  tenant-buyers,  I14  percent  in 
Illinois,  30  percent  in  Indiana,  and  25  percent  in  Ohio.     In  the 
region  as  a  whole,  J4I  percent  of  the  tenants  would  have  been  affected, 
as  compared  with  only  13  percent  of  the  non-farmer  buyers  and  19 
percent  of  the  owner-operators.    Apparently  the  minimum  down-payment 
requirement  would  need  to  be  considerably  above  25  percent  in  order 
to  have  much  effect  upon  the  volume  of  sales. 

The  proposal  to  require  larger  down  payments  of  buyers  who  did  not 
intend  to  operate  the  land  would  largely  defeat  the  purpose  of 
credit  control,  since  the  deflation  following  the  last  war  had  its 
most  drastic  effect  upon  tenants  who  had  recently  become  owners. 
During  such  a  period  investor-owners  are  usually  better  able  to 
retain  their  equity  than  are  farmers  who  may  be  faced  with  large 
losses  from  their  farming  operations. 


5/  Foreclosure  laws  in  Missouri  enable  sellers  to  repossess  delin- 
quent property  more  easily  than  in  other  States.  Consequently 
buyers  with  small  down  payments  buy  on  deed  whereas  in  other 
States  a  sales  contract  would  be  used.     The  possibility  of 
tenants  in  other  States  using  a  sales  contract  to  circumvent 
minimum  down-payment  requirements  would  necessitate  strict 
credit  control  over  land  contract  sales  as  wel 1  as  sales  by 
deed. 


Table  7.     Buyers  equity  "by  type  of  buyer,  North  Central  States, 
first  half,  1942. 


1'Jumber        percentage  of  transfers  by  buyers'  equity  groups 

100^ 


State  and  of  15^  or    16  to    21  to    26  to     34  to     50  to 

type  of  buyer  1/    transfers      iess        2C$        25^        33;^       49^  99^ 


(Percentage ) 


Iowa 

383 

14 

10 

8 

13 

12 

12 

31 

lion— farmers 

QA 

o 

0 

ID 

1  7 
1  / 

n 
1 

Owner-operators 

86  . 

7 

3 

7 

12 

8 

11 

52 

Tenants 

155  • 

18 

16 

9 

14 

15 

13 

15 

Missouri 

529 

29 

12 

7 

7 

10 

14 

21 

ilon— farmer  s 

tic; 

1  Q 

lo 

1  9 

11 

o 
O 

Q 

y 

1  A 

14 

o  o 

CO 

Own^r- operators 

159 

24 

7 

4 

9 

11 

15 

30 

Tenants 

158 

48 

16 

3 

7 

7 

14 

5 

Ohio 

503 

10 

3 

2 

6 

16 

19 

32 

Hon- farmers 

loo 

1 

1 

o 

C 

lid 

18 

56 

Owner-operators 

112 

13 

2 

1 

2 

12 

15 

55 

Tenants 

58 

21 

4 

5 

7 

22 

22 

19 

Indiana 

386 

14 

5 

2 

8 

13 

23 

37 

Non-farmers 

152 

5 

7 
i 

3 

7 

12 

22 

44 

Owner- operators 

119 

14 

3 

2 

6 

13 

23 

39 

Tenants 

67 

22 

8 

2 

9 

15 

28 

16 

Illinois 

355 

8 

2 

4 

6 

9 

19 

52 

Hon-f armors 

84 

1 

1 

3 

4 

13 

14 

64 

Owner- operators 

48 

6 

2 

0 

4 

8 

32 

48 

Tenants 

38 

14 

0 

11 

u 

18 

18 

28 

Regional  Sample 

2160 

15 

7 

5 

8 

12 

17 

36 

Hon-f armors 

608 

7 

6 

5 

7 

13 

16 

46 

Owner- operators 

524 

15 

A 

3 

7 

11 

17 

43 

Tenants 

476 

31 

13 

6 

10 

15 

11 

14 

l/  State  and  regional  figures  are  for  sample  counties  only. 
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Numerous  examples  have  been  found  of  non-farmer  buyers  mortgaging 
city  property  and  other  farm  land  that  they  own  for  the  purchase 
of  additional  land.     This  practice  would  undoubtedly  become  wide- 
spread if  a  credit-control  plan  xvas  put  into  effect,  but  would  not 
necessarily  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  plan  if  the  buyer's  equity 
in  the  other  property  was  not  reduced  to  the  danger  point.  This 
situation  does  point  to  the  desirability,  however,  of  an  overall 
credit-control  scheme  which  would  apply  to  all  real  estate,  both 
rural  and  urban.     If  this  did  not  prove  feasible,  the  plan  should 
at  least  apply  to  other  farm  .land  owned  by  the  buyer  at  the  time 
of  the  new  purchase. 


Table  3.     Sources  of  mortgage  credit  used  in  financing  land  transfers, 
ITorth  Central  States,  first  half  and  third  quarter,  1942 


First 

half,  1942 

Third  quarter,  1942 

State  find 

Retained 

Other  new 

As  sumed 

Total 

Retained 

Other  new 

Assumed 

n  ouTrhv  1  / 

V_»              1  v  '*       -L-  /  J. 

'otal  -[- 

>y  seller 

mortgages  mortgages 

by  seller 

mortgages  mortg. 

( Numb 

or) 

Illinois 

yi 

1 1 

59 

21 

21 

4 

10 

7 

Clinton 

u 

3 

1 

3 

0 

3 

0 

Knox 

c;n 
DU 

0 
0 

33 

9 

5 

2 

2 

1 

Logan 

0  ( 

•z 
O 

23 

11 

5 

0 

2 

3 

Cgle 

8 

2 

3 

3 

Indiana 

236 

42 

134 

60 

71 

20 

22 

29 

Grant 

53 

7 

33 

13 

13 

4 

3 

6 

Jennings 

9  Q 

i  n 

12 

7 

20 

6 

7 

7 

Knox 

9  Q 

c 

14 

9 

10 

2 

4 

4 

Noble 

1  3 

24 

13 

8 

A 

2 

2 

Rush 

o  u 

16 

10 

7 

2 

2 

3 

Tippecanoe 

0 
<c 

35 

8 

13 

2 

4 

7 

Iowa 

253 

116 

101 

41 

37 

17 

12 

8 

Cedar 

25 

3 

18 

4 

6 

3 

1 

2 

Clarke 

18 

6 

3 

9 

0 

1 

Crawford 

D  0 

04t 

16 

15 

14 

7 

6 

1 

Fayette 

12 

8 

4 

9 

Co 

0 

2 

Palo  Alto 

OO 

9fi 

30 

7 

9 

0 

5 

1 

Story  2/ 

10 

D 

7 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Missouri 

411 

212 

130 

69 

70 

27 

29 

14 

Audrain 

o  w 

37 

12 

11 

2 

8 

1 

Harrison 

Q7 

0  i7 

17 

11 

6 

5 

0 

1 

Lawrence 

/  P, 

4c  O 

18 

9 

23 

7 

10 

6 

Nodaway 

14r  0 

P  9 

46 

17 

22 

12 

7 

3 

Pemiscot 

£xl 

Q 

12 

20 

8 

1 

4 

3 

Ohio 

280 

59 

180 

41 

104 

29 

65 

10 

Darke 

75 

12 

54 

9 

45 

11 

30 

4 

Medina 

by 

0  0 

44 

3 

15 

4 

10 

1 

Madison 

00 

0 

17 

11 

4 

I' 

X 

Muskingum 

30 

3 

22 

5 

19 

8 

9 

2 

Putnam 

31 

6 

16 

9 

6 

2 

4 

0 

Seneca 

42 

J  L 

27 

4 

15 

3 

11 

1 

1 i  i  s  c  o  n  s  i  n 

Ddi i  on 

'— 

11 

4 

6 

1 

J  offer  s  on 

— 

- 

6 

1 

5 

0 

Regional  Sample 

1  07c 

604 

232 

314 

101 

444-^  V*^  69 

\W<\  * 

(Percent 

age) 

Illinois 

100 

65 

23 

100 

19 

48 

33 

Indiana 

lot.) 

57 

25 

100 

28 

31 

41 

I  owa 

100 

45 

39 

16 

100 

46 

32  i'M 

22 

Mi  s  s  our  i 

100 

51 

32 

17 

100 

39 

41 

20 

Ohio 

100 

21 

64 

15 

100 

28 

62 

10 

Wisconsin 

100 

36 

55 

9 

Regional  Sample 

100 

35 

47 

18 

100 

32 

46 

22 

1/  State  and  rog 

ional 

figures  i 

:ro  for  sample  counties  on 

iy. 

"2"/  First  quarter 

only. 

Table  9. 


Types  of  lending  agencies  other  than  seller  making  new  mortgage 
loans,  North  Central  States,  f ir e j»  ha irft,  1 94 2  . 


State  and 
county  1/ 

Total 

Individuals 

Federal 
Land  Banks 

Insurance 
companic  s 

Commercial 
banks 

FSA  t 

othe: 

(Number) 

Illinois 

10 

1 

1 

0 

7 

1 

Clinton 

6 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

Knox 

2 

0 

0 

0 

i 

1 

Logan 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

Oglo 

3 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

Indiana 

22 

3 

3 

2 

12 

2 

Grant 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

Jennings 

7 

1 

0 

0 

5 

1 

Knox 

4 

1 

0 

0 

3 

0 

noble 

2 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Rush 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Tippecanoe 

4 

0 

1 

1 

2 

0 

Iowa 

12 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

Cedar 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

o 

Clarke 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Crawford 

b 

0 

1 

1 

1 

3 

Fayette 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

Palo  Alto 

5 

1 

1 

1 

2 

o 

Story 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

Missouri 

29 

10 

3 

1 

12 

3 

Audrain 

8 

3 

0 

0 

5 

0 

Harrison 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Lawrence 

10 

1 

1 

0 

5 

3 

Nodaway 

7 

5 

2 

0 

0 

o 

Pemiscot 

4 

1 

0 

1 

2 

o 

Ohio 

64 

12 

1 

1 

49 

1 

Darke 

30 

9 

0 

0 

20 

T 
J. 

Medina 

10 

1 

0 

1 

8 

0 

Madi  s  on 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Muskingum 

8 

1 

0 

0 

7 

A 

u 

Putnam 

4 

1 

0 

0 

% 
o 

U 

Seneca 

11 

0 

0 

0 

11 

0 

Wisconsin 

11 

5 

0 

0 

2 

Barron 

6 

2 

0 

0 

3 

1 

Jefferson 

5 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

Regional  Sample 

148 

32 

11 

6 

87 

12 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Missouri 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 
Regional  Sample 

l/  State 


100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 


10 
14 
8 
35 
18 
45 
22 


(Pc 

10 

14 

25 

10 

2 

0 

7 


rcentago ) 


0 
9 
17 
3 
2 
0 


70 
54 
25 
42 
76 
37 
59 


10 
9 

25 

10 
2 

18 


irid  regional  figures  arc  for  sample  counties  only. 
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